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•INTRODUCTION
This is the third in a series of reports dealing with adjustments
of census data to take account of changes in the geographic boundaries of
certain large urban areas between the 1950 and 1960 censuses of population.
The first two reportsl presented summarizations of unpublished tabulations
from the 1960 Census showing some basic demographic characteristics of the
populations living in areas annexed to large cities during the previous
decade. The comparable data for cities in the present report differ from
those in the earlier reports in that they are estimates rather than the
results of direct census enumeration. This report also differs from the
earlier ones in presenting adjusted data for Standard Metropolitan Statis-
tical Areas2 and, as a residual, for rings surrounding the large central
cities. The statistics for SMSA's are not estimates, however, but merely
rearrangements of published census figures for 1950 to comply with changes
in the counties included in specific SMSA's between the two censuses.
Preparation of this technical paper was made possible by a grant from the
Ford Foundation for analyses of 1960 census data bearing on migration to
urban areas in the nation.
Grateful acknowledgment is made to the staff of the Population Studies
Center and especially to Lydia F. Christaldi, Joseph H. Henry and Margaret
V. Vllieeler.
1 Technical Paper No.1, Population in 1960 of Areas Annexed to Large Cities
of the United States between 1950 and 1960 by Age, Sex and Color (November
1961) and Technical Paper No.2, Population in 1960 of Areas Annexed to
Large Cities of the United States between 1950 and 1960 by Household Rela-
tionship and Marital Status (August 1962).
2 A Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area is a county or group of contig-
uous counties containing one or more large cities; for a discussion of
the criteria used in establishing these Areas, see U.S. Bureau of the
Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960, General Social and Economic Char-
acteristics, United States Summary, Final Report PC(l)-lC,U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1962, pg. x.
2
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Table 1 shows the distribution of families by income class in 1959
and in 1949 for SMSAts, their central cities, and their rings, with geo-
graphic boundaries held constant in 1950 and 1960. In other words, this
is the series incorporating all adjustments and estimates. Included are
all cities of 250,000 or more population in 1960 (plus Nashville, Tenn.)
for which there were either annexationsl to the central city or changes
in the boundaries of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area or both,
between the 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Population. For cities with annexa-
tions the data for both 1950 and 1960 in Table 1 refer to the 1950 city
limits; for Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas with changing geogra-
phic boundaries the data for both dates refer to the 1960 boundaries. In
each case, the ring is the residual - it is always a constant area but,
for the several places in which both the city andSMSA boundaries changed,
it is an area different from that included in either the 1950 or the 1960
Censuses. If we had adjusted the 1960 data for SMSAts to the 1950 defi-
nition instead of the 1950 data to the 1960 definition we could, of course,
have avoided this situation, since all areas would have been defined as
in 1950. For our overall purpose, however, the use of 1960 definitions
of SMSAts is preferable.
Table 2 shows the distribution of families by income class in 1959
for the 29 cities with annexations. The first column for each city is
the distribution as published in the 1960 Census volumes; the second
column is the estimated distribution for families living in areas annexed
to the city during the decade; and the third is the residual, that is, the
1 A few cities with very minor annexations are excluded; see introduction
to Technical Paper No.1, opo cit .
••••••
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estimated distribution of families living within the 1950 city limits in
1960. The derivation of the estimates presented in the second column is
described in a separate section.
Table 3 presents 1950 data for Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas adjusted to the definitions of the SMSATs in use in 1960. These
data were all assembled from the published volumes of the 1950 Census of
Population.
The Population Studies CenterTs original interest in adjusting city
data for boundary changes was occasioned by the need for a constant geo-
graphic area in constructing estimates of net intercensal migration to
large urban centers. These estimates are being developed in connection
with a study of metropolitan growth and the accompanying changes in popu-
lation composition and characteristics. It soon became obvious that the
characteristics of populations living in areas annexed to large cities
during the decade differed markedly from those of the populations living
within the 1950 city limits. In general, as our previous reports indica-
ted, llannexedll populations were younger, had substantially higher propor-
tions of white persons, and were more likely to be living in families. The
data of the present report contribute further evidence of the differences
between these two segments of the citiesT populations. In each of the 29
cities, median income in 1959 was higher for families living in the annexed
portion than for those living within the lloldll city; and in several in-
stances the number of families and the income differentials involved were
substantial enough to make significant differences in the overall distri-
bution for the city.
Also 2ffected, of course, is the relationship between the central
city and the rest of its Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, that is,
-----------------
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the ring. As Table A shows, our estimates indicate that annexations have
not only raised the median family income in the cities, they have also de-
creased the medians for the suburbs of all except Columbus and Nashville.
In other words, "annexed" families are generally more prosperous than their
fellows in either the city or the suburbs. The differential in income and
the numbers of families affected were sufficient to change city medians
below the suburban to levels above the suburban for nine of these cities
- Dallas, EI Paso, Memphis, Omaha, Phoenix, San Diego, Seattle, Tampa, and
Tulsa - and in most instances the effect on the median was probably beyond
the range of error possible from the estimating procedure.
Table A
Median Family Income in 1949 and 1959 for Large
Cities with Annexations between 1950 and 1960
and their Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas(a)
6
Area IncomeIncome in 1959
in 1949
Within 1950Within 1960
boundaries
boundaries
Atlanta, Ga.
SMSA
$2,886$5,758$ ,758
City
7084 182029
R ng
3 596 3766 3 0
Birmingham, Ala.
6005 103 47824 9476 39 8
C nci ati, Ohio
31 1 216 159
olumbus Ohio
4 54 5
i
9297
Dallas, Texas
9 ,76 34
y on, Ohio
City
6
R ng
$3 674
enver Col .
,4815 59924
El P so, Texas
$3,051, 7 1182 8
----------------------------
Table A (cont.) 7
Area
Income in 1959
Income
Within 1950Within 1960
in 1949
bou dariesboundaries
Fort Worth, Texas
SMSA
$3,218$5,617$5,617
City
342230484
Ring
2 93796 9
Houston, Texas
5096 046 40 420,4990 7 42 3
Indianapolis, Ind.
6710 95 6 8 57 7 87 6
Kan as City, Mo.
3 37 1
L g Beach, Calif
$7,078(b)
$7,066(b)SMSA 6
L s Angeles City
8
Long Beach City
1 72
i vill , Ky.
5 58184
Memphis, nn.
4 ,5 1 5
ilw uk e, Wi c.
i
$ 72
Tenn~
$2,895$2,495
3
3 1
Va.
3,086,1 0071
Table A (cont.)
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Area
Income
in 1949
Income in 1959
vlithin 1950 Within 1960
boundaries boundaries
1,,.'Iii··"-
Oklahoma City, Okla.
SMSA
City
Ring
Omaha, Nebraska
SMSA
City
Ring
Phoenix, Arizona
SMSA
City
Ri~g
Portland, Oregon
SMSA
City
Ring
San Antonio, Texas
SMSA
City
Ring
San Diego, California
SMSA
City
Ring
Seattle, Washington
SMSA
City
Ring
Tampa, Florida
SMSA
City
Ring
Toledo, Ohio
SMSA
City
Ring
Tulsa, Oklahoma
SMSA
City
Ring
$3,139
$3,271
$2,652
$3,424
$3,501
$3,258
$2,898
$3,205
$2,760
$3,537
$3,738
$3,322
$2,757
$2,723
$2,980
$3,472
$3,568
$3,318
$3,754
$3,949
$3,563
$2,452
$2,446
$2,456
$3,943
$3,970
$3,861
$3,243
$3,542
$2,652
$5,601
$5,467
$5,730
$6,221
$6,103
$6,374
$5,896
$5,365
$6,001
$6,340
$6,295
$6,372
$4,766
$4,250
$5,871
$6,545
$6,522
$6,565
$6,896
$6,833
$6,935
$4,490
$4,019
$4,575
$6,533
$6,182
$7,177
$5,729
$5,544
$5,832
$5,601
$5,600
$5,604
$6,221
$6,315
$6,036
$5,896
$6,117
$5,379
$6,340
$6,335
$6,344
$4,766
$4,691
$5,424
$6,545
$6,614
$6,465
$6,896
$6,942
$6,853
$4,490
$4,667
$4,395
$6,533
$6,299
$7,034
$5,729
$6,229
$4,958
Table A (cont.) 9
Area Income
in 1949
Income in 1959
Within 1950 Within 1960
boundaries boundaries
vJichi ta , Kans.
SMSA
City
Ring
$3,356
$3,451
$3,058
$6,166
$5,825
$6,503
$6,166
$6,121
$6,287
(a) The 1960 definition of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
is used for all places in this table.
(b) The slight discrepancy between these two medians results from
differences in the class intervals in the base distribution from
which they were computed.
Sources: Columns 1 and 2 from Table 1; Col. 3 from U. S. Bureau of the
Census, U. S. Census of Population: 1960, General Social and
Economic Characteristics, Final Reports, PC(l)-Series C,
Table 76 for each state.
~,~- .
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Procedure Used in Estimating Income in 1959
for Families Living in Areas Annexed to Large
Cities between the 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Population
The estimates of income in 1959 for families living in annexed
areas were derived from the data on family income published in the Census
Tract Reports for individual cities (Series PHC(l) of the 1960 Census of
Population) taken in conjunction with unpublished listings of "annexed"
enumeration districts by census tract. Table 3 of the Population Studies
Centerfs Technical Paper No. 21 lists the specific 1960 census tracts in
each city that contained areas annexed during the previous decade, to-
gether with the proportion of tract populations with certain characteris-
tics that were annexed. Thus, for example, 13 of the 26 tracts contain-
ing annexed territory in El Paso, Texas, were entirely composed of areas
that had been outside the city limits in 1950, whereas the other 13
included some enumeration districts that lay within the 1950 city boun-
dary and some that lay outside the 1950 but inside the 1960 boundary;
that is, the first group are IIwholly annexed tracts" and the second are
Tlpartially annexed tracts.1I For the wholly annexed tracts data may be
posted directly from Table P-l of the census tract report for El paso.2
For each partially annexed tract we assumed that the distribution of
families by income class was the same for the annexed portion as for
the tract total; and we further assumed that the proportion of all heads
of primary families in the tract living in the annexed portion of the
10 .p. c~t., pp. 31-74.- --
2 U. S. Bureau of the Census. U.s. Census of Population and Housing: 1960.
Census Tracts. Final Report PHC(1)-43. U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1962.
10
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tract represented the proportion of families in the tract living in the
annexed area. An illustration may help to clarify this:
Tract 0034 in El Paso contained 2,094 heads of primary families.l
Of these, 966 lived in enumeration districts that were annexed to the
city benJeen 1950 and 1960;2 that is, 46.13 percent of all heads of pri-
mary families in the tract lived in annexed areas. We applied this per-
centage to the distribution of all families by income class publiShed
for Tract 0034 in the El Paso census tract report:
Income
in 1959
Under $1,000
$1,000 - $1,999
$2,000 - $2,999
$3,000 - $3,999
$4,000 - $4,999
$5,000 - $5,999
$6,000 - $6,999
$7,000 - $7,999
$8,000 - $8,999
$9,000 - $9,999
$10,000 - $14,999
$15,000 - $24,999
$25,000 and over
All families
Families living
in Tract 0034
59
33
53
121
160
237
234
246
238
193
419
101
4
2,098
Estimated "annexedfl
families living in
Tract 0034
27
15
24
56
74
109
108
113
110
89
193
47
2
967
The slight discrepancy between the number of heads of primary fami-
lies and the number of families reported for Tract 0034 probably results
frcm the fact that the first is based on a complete count of persons in
1~., p. 15.
2 The source for this figure of 966 is the unpublished tabulation from
the Bureau of the Census that was used in assembling our Technical
Paper No.2.
Cf. Technical Paper No.2, op. cit., p. 42.
-
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the 1960 Census whereas the second is based on a 25 percent sample. Con-
ceptually, there is some difference between heads of primary families and
heads of all familiesl but in actual fact the two are probably virtually
identical in areas such as those under consideration here.
The procedure outlined for Tract 0034 was followed for each partially
annexed tract and then the estimates were summedand combined with data
for wholly annexed tracts to obtain the estimated distribution for annexed
areas.
Obviously, the range of possible error in these estimates will
differ among the cities. One indication of this range is the proportion
of the final distribution that was not estimated - the range is smaller
for Seattle where 92.6 percent of llannexedTl heads of primary families were
living in wholly annexed tracts than for Portland, where only 16.1 percent
were in wholly annexed tracts.2 In the example we are using, EI Paso,
69.8 percent are in wholly annexed tracts; the relation between the known
and the estimated quantities for El Paso is shown in Table B: column (3)
presents the sum of the estimates for the 13 partially annexed tracts done
in the manner outlined above for Tract 0034; col. (2) presents the sum of
the known distributions for the wholly annexed tracts; and column (4) pre-
sents the final estimate of the distribution of families living in all
annexed areas.
1 Primary families are defined by the Census Bureau as llfamilies with a
household head as the family head" (see, for example, U.S. Bureau of
the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960, Detailed Characteristics,
Alabama, Final Report PC(l) 2D, p. xvii).
2 Cf. Technical Paper No.2, Ope cit., Table S.
TABLE B
Range of Estimates of Income in 1959 of Families Living in
Annexed Areas and Families Living within 1950 Boundary:El Paso, Texas
(1)
( 2)(3)( 4)( 5)67)89
Total "vithin
Total inPSC es . forEst. within annexed areaEst. within 1950 bndry.
Income level
I1960 city whollypartiallyPSCUp eLowerLowU per
limit
nn xeda nexedst.limitlimites .
tracts
tracts
Under $1,000
2,7245372698066039901,91 2,121,7 4
$1,000 to $1,999
4 395755401,1648841,3383,2353 0 7
2 2
6,8801,31372 0 8, 462 74 81234 50
3 3
8 278085,07315895 1 88
$4,000 to $4,999
7 112 5446 2685694
5, 5
,66701 2 2
$6 000 6
5 9 32 6 54
7 7
4, 050990
$8,000 8
3,8 45 67911,
9, t 9,
2 38392 1
1 , 0 to $14, 99
798
5 2
1 355 5919876 1,2
2 and over
98260405 7
All families
63,4159,6 9, 625 5 C.
Medi n income
$ 2$6 0 3...$5 1$ ,886$ ,$ $4
Source:
Columns (1), (4), and (7) from Table 2; for other columns see text.
Note:
Col. ( ) ::: col. (2) + col. (3);col. (7) = col. (1) - col. (4);l. 8 ::: l ( ) - e l. (5);
col. (9) :::col. (1) - col. (6)
f-'
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The components of column (3) are the possible sources of error and
the range can be established by setting the upper and lower limit of this
column. If we assume that the 9671 families in Tract 0034, discussed a-
bove, are all concentrated at the upper end of the tract distribution,
that is, that 4 have incomes of $25,000 or more, 101 have incomes in the
class $15,000 to $24,999, etc.; and if we make the same assumption for
llannexedTl families in each partially annexed tract, we will then have the
estimates for the upper extreme. Combining these estimates with the known
distributions for wholly annexed tracts produces column (5) - the highest
possible estimate for families living in annexed areas in £1 Paso. The
reverse procedure, that is, assigning T1annexedTlfamilies to the lowest
class frequencies in partially annexed tracts, will produce the lowest
possible estimate - as in column (6). For £1 Paso the highest possible
median income for "annexedTl families, $6,140, is about 10 percent greater
that the lowest, $5,576; and even the lowest is still some 7 percent greater
than the total for the city in 1960. The final estimate, $5,886, is slightly
closer to the upper than to the lower limit, indicating that higher pro-
portions of high income than of low income (relatively speaking) tracts
were annexed.
The estimate that in general will be most useful is not, however,
this estimated distribution in llannexedll areas but, rather, the estimate
derived in the next step, that is, the distribution in 1960 of families
within the 1950 boundary of the city, as shown in columns (7),
and (9) of Table B. For £1 Paso the range among these three
families are also an estimate, of course, but can be treated as
quantity in the present context.
.~------------------
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distributions is of about the same relative magnitude as among columns
(4), (5) and (6), owing to the fact that nearly one half (44.9 percent)l
of El Paso's 1960 population was living in "annexed" areas. For most
cities "annexations" are a considerably smaller proportion and therefore
the range of possible error would be smaller for the "within 1950 boun-
dary" estimate than for the "within annexed area" estimate.
cit., Technical Paper No.1, p. iv.
--..-------------------------------------
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityR ng
Income level III1950
19605
16
I Atlanta, Ga.(a)(b)I
Under $1,000 25,12011,185454 9 313,666,232
!
\
$1,000 to $1,999 32, 77 76608 8 44 7 0
$2,000 to $2,999
4 7 52 812 0
$3, 0 to $3, 9
9 595
4 4
18 95328 40[ QK 5, t 5, 3 4177 82 1 4
6 6
7 85 55309
7 9
354 2
10, 0 and over
6 03
Total reporting
17 ,25, 31 709
Not rep rted
1 0--5,090-6 31
All families
187,63609
Median income
$ 8 6$ , 9
Baltimore! Md.(b)
Under $1,000
1, 1
, 965 1
3 3
70 80
~.4 OOO
42,9 5
$5,000 to $5,999
28 6806
~,OOO
1 ,2751 9 8483
1:9, 0
10,74
~al
324,1334 59
~••
5 8
17 7058 13
349,970
27 1
$3,385
35
Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960. Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950 and 1960.
-!""""-. -------------
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
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I
SMSA
I
CityR ng
Income level
II[ 1960
1950
19605
Birmingham, Ala.(a)
Under $1,000
18,97011,8210 405,9888,1305 8 3
$1,000 to $1,999
23 683 74 2 58 09 3 5, 57
2 2
32 8336914 766 2
3 3
4 3957 1547 4
4 4
190 0
$5,000 to $5,999
462 9
6 6
1
7 9
5 12263 7
$10, 00 and over
22
Total reporting
1 , 09, 30 654
Not rep rte
6 5--4,1902,34
All families
14 ,730
Median income
$ 7$ ,
Cincinnati, Ohio(a)
Under $1, 0
49
,
,0
t ,
4 02 9 9
$4 00 ,
0
to $5, 9
18,965
to $6, 9
9 713
, 0
11,0104
, 0
7,9
,9ta1
21 ,8652 23 06
()t rep rted
, 5
-11 9150 27
All families
24 ,78
$3,358~) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960.
---------------------------------------------------------..
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityR ng
Income level III
1950 19605
Chicago, Ill. ( b)
Under $1,000
$1,000 to $1,999
$2,000 to $2,999
$3,000 to $3,999
$4,000 to $4,999
$5,000 to $5,999
$6,000 to $6,999
$7,000 to $9,999
$10,000 and over
90,065
82,375
178,455
272,400
208,955
160,180
96,350
118,155
75,370
42,489
56,688
69,259
86,353
120,517
175,638
180,929
441,348
409,322
68,725
63,090
135,515
195,415
145,370
111,445
66,625
79,895
43,920
30,973
42,184
50,057
61,793
83,224
110,298
103,098
233,917
193,660
21,340
19,285
42,940
76,985
63,585
48,735
29,725
38,260
31,450
11,516
14,504
19,202
24,560
37,293
65,340
77,831
207,431
215,662
Total reporting
Not reported
1,282,305 1,582,543
79,580
910,000
53,260
909,204 372,305 673,339
26,320
1,361,885 1,582,543 398,625 673,339All families
Median income $4,085 $7,405
963,260
$3,960
909,204
$6,738 $4,403 $8,251
Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950 and 1960.
1,466,925 1,724,684 963,260 909,204 503,665 815,480
$7,957
15,297
19,586
25,876
34,340
52,329
85,584
96,958
243,626
241,884
815,480
$4,267
472,995
30,670
28,120
25,280
58,515
102,375
83,090
59,830
35,910
45,315
34,560
$4,403
30,973
42,184
50,057
61,793
83,224
110,298
103,098
233,917
193,660
909,204
$3,960
68,725
63,090
135,515
195,415
145,370
111,445
66,625
79,895
43,920
910,000
53,260
$7,318
Chicago, I11.- Northwestern Indiana
Standard Consolidated Area (b)
46,270
61,770
75,933
96,133
135,553
195,882
200,056
477,543
435,544
$4,063
96,845
88,370
194,030
297,790
228,460
171,275
102,535
125,210
78,480
1,382,995 1,724,684
83,930
Ota1 reporting
ot reported
Under $1,000
$1,000 to $1,999
$2,000 to $2,999
$3,000 to $3,999
$4,000 to $4,999
"$5,000 to $5,999
$6,000 to $6,999
$7,000 to $9,999
10,000 and over
---------------------------------------------
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
I
SMSA
I
City IRing
Income level II
1950
19605I19506-
Columbus, Ohio(a)
Under $1,000
7,6205,485914,007778
$1,000 to $1,999
10,858, 278 162 665
2 2
21 5121 5209 54
3 3
5 92, 34123 6
4 4
9 57 941 90
$5,000 to $5,999
2 7333
6 6
3820519
7 9
8 94 6 1
$10, 0 and over
73
Total reporting
1 09, 68 067
Not rep rted
3--6,6701 98
All families
128,5005
income
$3,769$ , 4
Dallas, Texas(a)(b)
der $1,000
2,1
,
,6 50
,000 to $2, 9
37
3
5 5 03
4
48
00 to $5, 9
6,4
6
9 3
9
10 767
', 0 and Over
8 755
1. i
193,5 0,0 5,
rep rted
9,66
5 33 7 5
203,185
'
$3,248city boundary between 1950 and 1960. ange in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
950 and 1960.
.~...---------------------------------------------------
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
I
SMSA
I
City \Ring
Income level Ir- 196~ 19501950
19605 I1960
Dayton, Ohio(a)(b)
Under $1,000
10,4555,2635,3002 31,1559 2
$1,000 to $1.,999
518 84 83 85413
2 2,999
21 9, 410,2 67
3 3
3 2000 9 94 56 64
4 4
04777 07 58
$5,000 to $5,999
4 333 427
$6, 0 to $6, 9
82 02
7 9
43 9
10, 0 and over
119 6
Total reporting
1 9,72, 536
Not rep rted
7--2,6604 545
All families
136,92
Median income
$3 8$ , 1
enver Col0.( )( )
Under $1, 0
6
,
1 772 20
$5, 0 to $5, 9
,97,8808 8 25
,
5
l i
154,5 4, ,
6 13 60,59
$3,481(a) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960. Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area beDveen
1950 and 1960.
••
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Table 1
Incomein 1959and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
I SMSA t City I RingIncomelevel 1950 I 1960 1950 I 1960 1950 [ 1960
El Paso, Texas(a)
Under $1,0004,960 3,023 3,400 1,918 1,560 1,105
$1,000 to $1,999 7,235 4,859 4,815 3,231 2,420 1,628
$2,000 to $2,999 8,640 7,476 6,255 4,812 2,385 2,664
$3,000 to $3,999 7,595 9,072 5,325 5,120 2,270 3,952
$4,000 to $4,999 4,785 9,002 3,480 4,199 1,305 4,803
$5,000 to $5,999 3,205 8,493 2,370 3,915 835 4,578
$6,000 to $6,999 2,195 6,538 1,645 2,685 550 3,853
$7,000 to $9,999 2,255 12,204 1,780 5,000 475 7,204
$10,000 and over 1,580 8,861 1,130 4,270 450 4,591
Total reporting 42,450 69,528 30,200 35,150 12,250 34,378
Not reported 1,915 -- 1,345 -- 570
All families 44,365 69,528 31,545 35,150 12,820 34,378
Median income $3,051 $5,157 $3,118 $4,594 $2,899 $5,663
Fort Worth, Texas(a)(b)
Under $1,000 11,095 6,694 7,155 4,335 3,940 2,359
$1,000 to $1,999 14,115 10,097 9,705 6,336 4,410 3,761
$2,000 to $2,999 22,090 12,481 15,230 7,858 6,860 4,623
$3,000 to $3,999 22,385 15,976 15,575 9,498 6,810 6,478
$4,000 to $4,999 14,055 18,338 10,570 9,674 3,485 8,664
$$5,000to $5,999 8,520 19,685 6,685 9,341 1,835 10,344~6,000 to $6,999 4,570 16,596 3,600 7,896 970 8,700
~7,000to $9,999 4,295 31,116 3,540 14,318 755 16,798
~lO,oOOand over 3,255 20,493 2,760 10,452 495 10,041
otal reporting 104,380 151,476 74,820 79,708 29,560 71,768
reported 3,725 -- 2,900 -- 825
108,105 151,476 77,720 79,708 30,385 71,768
ian income $3,218 $5,617 $3,342 $5,230 $2,937 $5,967
Changein city boundarybetween1950 and 1960.
Changein definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950and 1960.
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityR ng
Income level II1950
19605
Houston, Texas(a)
Under $1,000
20,13514,7065 3209,4,8155 006
$1,000 to $1,999
4 778 889692 75, 856 1
2 2
36,9523 5756 2177 3
3 3
4 ,.7573610 4
$4, 0 to $4, 9
893 241
$5,000 to $5,999
190,
6 6
1 5809
7
2893 3
1 , 0 and over
8 0528
Total reporting
205 226, 43 05 2,1 56
Not rep rted
1 4--9,360-2 88
All families
217,462 13
Median income
$3 9$ , 4
Indianapolis, Ind.(a)
Under $1,000
9
,
360
4 4
0
$5,0 to $5,999
4
6 67 9
,4
0,
56 18 61 3
Not rep rte
8 135 153 394
income
$3,6717
( )
Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960.
••••'f'!'f/j:'.
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and" 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
23
SMSACityR ng
Income level III1950
19605
Kansas City, Mo.(a)
Under $1,000
21,4258,67412,2154 7039,3 9 1
$1,000 to $1,999
3 0813 427907 3595,
2 2
40,96 3 62 59 0 87 6,
3 3
7 005 5,1 8 1
4 4
3 92
$5,000 to $5,999
19 542 8
$6, 0 to $6, 9
6960
7 9
8164
10, 0 and over
8 3436 330
Total reporting
2 2 13, 52 01
Not rep rted
,73--7,695-6 03
All families
225,97
Median income
$ 8$
Louisville, Ky.(a)
Under $1, 0
56 , 58S4 7
, ,
1 2062
, t ,
56
,
6, 7,0908 4
, r
4 48
l
1 324
3 82 7
1::.f ili
150,628
$3,231
,
( ) Change in city boundary beu~een 1950 and 1960.
Ir
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
24
Income level
I1950I
1960_~ 1950 I--196;-
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif.
(a)
SMSA
Los Angeles Cit~
Under $1,000
107,59551,8872,52021,767
$1,000 to $1,999
22 957 037 4530 599
2 2
8 2098 14
3 3
2501 7 405, 8546
4 4
78 733 34 5 05 ,31
$5,000 to $5,999
19 312,6 4
6 6
1019 608
7 9
54 6 0 83
$10, 00 and over
43 087 2
Total reporting
1,160,470,7 3, 6819,7753
Not rep rted
,2--22,085
All families
1,208,6 041 86
Median income
$ 667$$ 0
Long Beach City
R n
Under $1,000
6,420394 62l18 8 12 ,2
6, to $6, 9
4 26
7 9
82 2, 35,
l i
71,031,
Not reported
423,595
ll ili
7 ,944
Median incom
19, ,2
(a) Change in the Long Beach city boundary between 1950 and 1960.
~------------------------------------------~-
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
25
SMSACityR ng
Income level III1950
19605
Memphis, Tenn.(a)
Under $1,000
18,66510,8153 947 6964, 203 11
$1,000 to $1,999
22 85089 3708242 9 6
2 2
3 276 7 104
3 3
0 3454 272
4 4
431 5
$5,000 to $5,999
1817 6 9455,928
6 6
4 329 038523
7 9
725 3 5209,78
0, 0 and over
0060 7 367
Total reporting
1 9,551, 455 397
Not rep rted
--3,815570
All families
123,9439098
Median income
$$
Milwaukee, \,\lisc. (a) (b)
Under $1, 0
42.93538 64
$5,000 to $5,999
5
$6 to $6, 9
5
7 9
74
1 , 0 an over
, 953
Total reporting
23 76
Not rep rted
69802 7
All families
247 559,
edian income
$ ,9,
( ) Change in city boundary beD~een 1950 and 1960. (b) Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area beD~een
1950 and 1960.
r
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
25
Income level L1950L 1950 ~1950
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.(b)
SMSA
Minneapolis City--
Under $1,000
18,7107,4738,5553,12
$1,000 to $1,999
21,5812 7970 55 90
2 2,
43 906 82 8107 82
3 3
6 491 139 2
4 4
7 35031 06
$5,000 to $5,999
949 446
$6, 0 to $6, 9
6 5981815 41
7 9
20 9, 030 3
10, 0 and over
2 3652 0
Total reporting
27 , 04 2731
Not rep rted
1 16--5,285
All families
289,5107 95
Median income
$ 7 4$ , 4$ ,4
St. Paul City
Ring
Under $1,000
5,,2
, ,
3
, ,
66 4 465 777 2
l
86 1-2 960 . 1 05 33
(b) Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
between 1950 and 1960.
",.
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
27
SMSACityR ng
Income level III1950
19605
Nashville, Tenn.(a)
Under $1,000
10,0955,4526,83 393,2502 0 9
$1,000 to $1,999
4 67 219 05 184 65
2 2
5 8010,3 89 079
3 3
3201 646 4577 3
4 4
8 61 46
$5,000 to $5,999
2721
6 6
2 30 1
7 9
38 2
$10, 00 and over
476452,
Total reporting
768 8 6
Not rep rted
9--1,9253 040
All families
81,57
Median income
$$ ,3
Norfolk, Va. (a)
Under $1,00
34 4
t ,
2 779 , 11
, ,
7
6, to $6, 9
1 54,2809,68
Total reporting
10, 97 5
2 20,5 104,899 09
$3,086( ) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960.
pTable 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
28
SlYISACityR ng
Income level 1950
19605
Oklahoma City, Okla. (a) (b)
Under $1,000
11,3055,6466, 903 224 7152 4 2
$1,000 to $1,999
4 0 08 8758 05, 31948
2 2
2 5410, 73 7 0947 3
3 3
0 887 10
4 4
2 66 740586
$5,000 to $5,999
7 7719 136
6 6
2
7 9
3 92 21
$10, 00 and ov r
69459,53
Total reporting
99,3, 5
Not rep rted
6 5--4,1001 955
All families
105,56218
Median income
$ 139$ ,
Omaha, Neb. (a)
Under $1,000
8 2,4 195 8
, t ,
, 9
, e
,0 98 8
l i
81 9
ot rep rte
54
38
ll f ili
94 875
$3,424
11 35
(a) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960. (b) Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950 and 1960.
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityR ng
Income level III
1950
19605
Phoenix, Ariz.(a)
Under $1,000
11,7307,4533,571 3 38 156 10
$1,000 to $1,999
3 390 273 52 409 6324
2 2
6 1752 8624 9981
$3, 0 to $3, 9
5 4101 1
4 4
9, 075, 64
$5,000 to $5,999
4802
6 6
2 59
7
913 02 7
10, 0 and over
6,
Total reporting
7 ,286,7 594, 8
Not rep rted
6--1,5202 445
All families
83,2458
Median income
$ 8 8$5 6,6
Portland, Ore.(a)
209 3
3 3
4 28
4 4
24 8
, t ,
,06
7
Total reporting
185 6,4 3
Not reported
953 00
ll f ili
194 03
$3,537( ) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960.
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityR ng
Income level III
1950 19605
30
St. Louis..z. Mo. (b)
Under $1,000
44,74020,3354 8101 049 929
$1,000 to $1,999
2 9758 625,1063 5 4-
2 2
81 1314 76 758
3 3
96 1097 81
4 4
59 25 762
$5,000 to $5,999
387 4 2
6 6
20 83620,7 3
7 9
1 0, 09
0, 0 and over
13 586 0
Total reporting
4 5, 21 5389 9
Not rep rted
7,0--19,8557 17
All families
457,586
Median income
$ 4$ ,
San Antonio, Texas (a)
Under $1, 0
5 3,2
$1,0 to $1,92 23 3
,4
4 4
8
$5,0 to $5,9
96
6 6
07005,25
7 9
,3659510 633
,
48
Total rep rting
1
Not rep rte
-6 9815
All families
119 164 8
$2,757(a) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960. (b) Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950 and 1960.
"
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
31
SMSACity
I
Ring
Income 1eve1
I
I
1950
19605,
1950
,
-
San Diego, Calif.
(a)
Under $1,000
12,7800,0846,7204,636 0605 44
$1,000 to $1,999
6 1 511 7 88 9777 215
2 2
25 376 6167,9108 5
3 3
33 852 320892
$4, 0 to $4, 9
0 43 53, 04
$5,000 to $5,999
19234
6 6
7 2029 4 53 0
7 9
63
10, 0 and over
4 595 13
Total reporting
14 65 75, 10
Not rep rted
,--3,465-2,345
All families
146,4508 5
Median income
$ 4 2$ ,$ , 8
Seattle, Wash.(a) (b)Under $1,000
89,8 59 11 55
4 4
3
,
2
, t
4
, r
98 2216 6 ; S 0 '-8,1104 4 0 228 74
i i
49
( )
Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960.
(b)
definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950 and 1960.
Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityRing
Income level III1950
19605
32
Tampa! Fla.(a)
Under $1,000
18,72513,3195,4602,68413 2650 35
$1,000 to $1,999
23 0602 187 04 405 75772
2 2
609 22,199
3 3
6 89980 6
4 4
9 127 36
$5,000 to $5,999
5 1310
6 6
2 48 7652,668
7 9
3 8704 34
0, 0 and over
639
Total reporting
104 95, 72 754 1
Not rep rted
2--2,4055,82
All families
113,164 08
1·1edian income
$ 452$ ,
Toledo, Ohio(a)
Under $1, 0
7940
$1,000 to $1,99
7,2
$2, to $2,9
5
3 34, 4,
1 , 05
$5,0 to $5,9
1,
6 6
9 8
7 9
8 54,
Total rep rting
9 36 36
Not rep rted
4 9101 25
ll f ili
05 5157 10 4
$3,943(a) Change in city boundary b tween 1950 and 1960.
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
SMSACityR ng
Income level 1950
19605
Tulsa, Okla. (a) (b)
Under $1,000
9,6905,0054,572 4611959
$1,000 to $1,999
10,3858,2 8833 4 03
2 2
3 56 98 9476
3 3
5 41 256 28
4 4
861 7 827
$5,000 to $5,999
914 09
6 6
702 508,30
7 9
52 9514
$10, 00 and ov r
239 76
Total reporting
74 319, 03 7
Not rep rted
--2,3351 04
All families
78,3101 1 56
Median income
$ 2 3$ ,,5 4
Wichita, Kans. (a)
Under $1, 0
, ,
6 21, 4 470 7, 73746 3 85 91
, t ,
2 0
40 6
, e
,0 5
17 2G
l i
5613
t r rt
3
55775
All families
60,04
$3,356
5
(a) Change in city boundary between 1950 and 1960. (b) Change in definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area between
1950 and 1960.
.,.
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Table 1
Income in 1959 and 1949 of Families in 1960 and 1950, for
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Cities and Rings
Sources:
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas: data for 1950 from U.S.
Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1950, Vol. II,
Characteristics of the Population, Table 37 for each state,
except for SMSAs with new definitions in 1960; for SMSAs with
new definitions data are from Table 3 below.
Data for 1960 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census
of Population: 1960, General Social and Economic Characteristics,
Final Reports PC(l) - Series C, Table 76 for each state.
Cities: data for 1950 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of
Population: 1950, Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population,
Table 37 for each state.
Data for 1960 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census
of Population: 1960, General Social and Economic Characteristics,
Final Reports PC(l) - Series C, Table 76 for each state, except
for cities with annexations beD~een 1950 and 1960; for cities
with annexations data are from Table 2, below.
Rings: by subtraction.
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Table 2
Income in 1959 of Families: Cities
according to 1950 and 1960 City Boundaries
Within ~Wi thin
WithinWithinWithin
Income level
I1960annexed19501960
boundary
ar abou dar boundaryry
Fort Worth, Texas
Houston, Texas
Under $1,000
4,6873 24,335 11,230,5309,700
$1,000 to $1,999
6 9005646 4 8132 2612, 87
$2, 0 to $2, 9
8 5316 37 858 8 09996 1
3 3
10,2498 3 464 47
$4,000 to $4,999
1 0794 54 56 120 1
5 5
22433 1 7 6778 7:r48
6 6
9 71317 6 143
7 7
70 2583
8 8
44 6 589
9 9
492 3 128 0
0 14, 9
79
15, 0 to $24, 9
222 10 9 2
2 and over
32071 1 54
All families
94,330, 8, 82, 05
Median income
$5$6, $5,95 6
Indianapolis, Ind.
Kan as City, Mo.
Under $1, 0
617 610 9,4
2
, 5369 9
3 3
808910 0 642 3 96 4 963 5 15 776 8 15 2
~ ,00
4,2261 1 , 11 6 9, 59
9, 9
645
to,OOO t
43 0 4,0587
, r
2 78 20, 242 124, 13
i
$6 067
38~--------~~;~,:,
Table 2
Income in 1959 of Families: Cities
according to 1950 and 1960 City Boundaries
WithinWIthini -WithInU fthinItJithiii--
Income level
I1960annexed19501960
boundary
ar abou daryboundary
Long Beach, Calif.
Louisville, Ky.
Under $1,000
3,6802833,397 5,3705,0 0
$1,000 to $1,999
4,9 974 716 7 6614 57 18
2 2
6 44628 86538 51
3 3
7 224965 10,5349 707
$4,000 to $4,999
166103 3 8981,51512, 83
$5, 0 to $5, 9
9 63,28 37 5411 09
6 6
10 059861 219099
7 7 ~9
8 7 86 8 5 92
8 8
24
9 9
5443
0, 14, 9
56795
2
32 2 4 41
and over
199 ,00476
All families
90,9285 6 89 , 776
Median income
$ 57$8, 4$5,2 04 -
Memphis, Tenn.
Milwaukee, Wise.
Under $1, 0
03 66 4 42 34710 9 7 539 61 49 2
$4, 0 to $4, 9
, 97 16 832 0
7 7
0
8, t 8,
6 85
9
10
1 , 0 to $14, 9
12
5 2
2,8 82 854 7 31 1 28
ll f ili
123,13, 688, 41 87
income
$4,9 52 40
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Table 2
Income in 1959 of Families: Cities
according to 1950 and 1960 City Boundaries
WlthinItJithiii-Wif:nin _n_-nn-WlthinWith nWit in
Income level
I1960annexed19501960
boundary
ar abou daryboundary
Nashville, Tenn.
Norfolk, Va.
Under $1,000
3,486933,393 8,3632,8945 469
$1,000 to $1,999
5 1701 25,01 5 5181,0 74 51
2, 2,
6,5949395 6 73851 8
3 3
9 121776 7 114
$4,000 to $4,999
55814 7 6 22
5 5
4 241 6 70697 2
6 6
12 4 43
7 7
2 01 98 0
8 8
1 41 3 8430
9 9
8913852 2,70
0, 0 to $14, 99
7
472 302 0
5 2
36303 581365
and over
13881 0 73859
All families
40,259, 6338 , 92 06 7 9
Median ncome
$ ,81$4, 63 0 $4,8945 42
Oklahoma City, Okla.
Omaha, Neb.
Under $1,0
63 1 945 074 50, 8 2748
, t ,
10177 60 756,9 0 9 66 93 7 08710 27
$ 000 o $ 999
9, t 9,
96
0, 0 to $14, 99
8 32,0 9
5 2
65
2 and over
,40
All fa ilies
85 617 6 78
i
$5,60067 53
40------_--~====-1Ill'
Table 2
Income in 1959 of Families: Cities
according to 1950 and 1960 City Boundaries
\vithin\'vithinWIfnln-- -WithIn - -withTi1 ..Within
Income level
I1960annexed19501960
boundary
ar abou darybou dary
Phoenix, Ariz.
Portland, Ore.
Under $1,000
4,4043,0611 343 2, 78782,729
$1,000 to $1,999
6 5864 182 40 5 569925 477
2 2
7 6 182655 6 3 596 266
3 3
9 2 06 274 7 4 01217,339
$4,000 to $4,999
11,9928, 89 8782179
5 5
3 730 023 711 7
35512,405
$6, 0 to $6, 9
0191 02 9 9 ,9 3381
7 7 0 85
0 231084
8 8
87 1 7
749
$9,000 to $9,999 5 2
9 05 6
0, 14, 9
2 778 5
15, 0 to $24, 9 6
3, 73 01
5 and over 45
4 61065
All families
110,8783, 97 7, 2,9
Median income
$6,117$6 3, 5$6, 5
San Antonio, Texas
San Diego, Calif.
Under $1, 0
88644
, ,
11 21 1
3
t
4 8 75, 5, 0 945
$4,000 to $4,999
7,9 4754
$5,000 to $5,999
04 5
6 6
8
7 7
5 3
$8, 0 to $8, 9
0
9 9
4
~1 ,OOO to $14, 99
947
$15, 00 to $24, 9
6
, and over
, 26 81
All families
37,75038, 376
income
$4,6902
Table 2
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I
I
Income in 1959 of Families: Cities
according to 1950 and 1960 City Boundaries
Within\\)ithinW inWit ini i ·
Income level
I1960annexed19501960
boundary
ar abou daryboundary
Seattle, Wash.
Tampa, Fla.
Under $1,000
3,5204 63,064 4,4391,7552,684
$1,000 to $1,999
6 009455 4 7 187794 08
2 2
7,3 7785 8 8263 315 19
3 3
8 8317 858 9 5 30 2
$4,000 to $4,999
12 441, 0610 9,48721
5 5
, 784 8, 8275
6 6
153 5 66
7 7
5 23 4 046
8 8
6 333 3 71
9 9
9 7697 2 0
0, 0 to $14, 99
24 18 5
5 2
961 26
$25,0 and over
3782 2 998609
All families
142,51, 819 7 , 87, 7
Median income
$ ,9 2$ 96 $ ,65 2
Toledo, Ohio
Tuls , Okla.
Under $1, 0
52,794 97 44 612 3995 161 0814 3 17 6 02 2
, ,
16210 2 0,49 3 5 08 714
, t ,
6,8745 037 69
, ,
2 407
and over
72561 1,1
All families
81 34876 0 6$6, 993, 9
42
Table 2
Income in 1959 of Families: Cities
according to 1950 and 1960 City Boundaries
~vithinWithin---Wltfiln
Income level
I1960annexed1950
boundary
ar abou dary
\vichi ta, Kans.
Under $1,000
2,0224081,614
$1,000 to $1,999
3,155692 86
2 2
967423 223
3 3
5 5811,0744 507
$4,000 to $4,999
7 7992315 68
5 5
9 43 456 96
6 6
8 749 0
7 7
6 3372 85
8 8
7 3
9 9
89
0, 0 to $14, 99
18 2
5 2
8 330
and over
8813
All families
66,5050, 95 6
Median income
$6,1 1$6, 85 825
Sources: data for families within 1960 boundary from U.s. Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Census of Population: 1960, General Social and Economic Characteristics,
Final Reports peel) - Series C, Table 76, for each state; data for families
within annexed area estimated; data for families within 1950 boundary by
subtraction.
Table 3
Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
1950Added1960 1950if
Income level
,definition countiesdefinition definition
Atlanta, Ga.
Baltimore, Md.
Under $500
12,0952,01014, 5 19,0751320 2
$500 to $999
9,8601 50 1 18079511,975
1,000 to $1,499
3 185 5 626 93
5 9
6 57407 8 9696
2 2
7 468 8 2 ,3 4
~2,500 to $2,999
4 275 79 332
3 3
15,0 53 814 38703,18 49
4 4
0, 40 6 99324 82 98 30 17,6 556
$5,000 to $5,999
7241 7 08
6 6
202 57 5 9236 2
7
8 3173 9 39
, 0 and over
500 0 4
Total reporting
6 ,12, 906 09, 154 1524
Not r p rted
45 4
All families
74, 13 27 4 609
Median income
$ 6$ , 62 875 $ 33
Note: The Atlanta Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Cobb, De Kalb and Fulton Counties
in 1950; Clayton and Gwinnett Counties were added between 1950 and 1960 • .j::>
LNThe Baltimore Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Baltimore City, Ann Arundel and
Baltimore Counties in 1950; Carroll and Howard Counties w re added between 1950 and 1960.
Table 3
Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
195~0Ad ed1960 1950dr9~6n
Income level
definitioncountiesdefinitio definit on
Chicago, Ill. - Northwestern
Chicago, Ill.
Indiana Standard Consolidated Area
Under $500
63,545- 3,11060,435 63,5451 25564,800
$500 to $999
31,2... 62 6 0 31 28 032,045
1,000 to $1,499
9 16097 24 16094540 10
5 9
47 2945 47 248 2
2 2
85 37838 85 3787 03
$2,500 to $2,999
104 99- 79 2 104,99,10 ,
$3, 0 to $3,4 9
5 ,,471 6 71 1 7,19059
5
638 353
4 4
2 06 29 0 9 0949 3
5 0 5
6 58 67 :1 7
6 6
442
7 9
3 88 3 8125
1 , 0 and over
77 7 6378 48
Total reporting
,361,490-7 ,1852 ,3 ,3 490, 51,382,9
Not reported
2,8') 83
All families
1,44 , 04236 42 6146 25
Medi n income
$ 3$ , $ 05
Note: The Chicago Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Cook, Du Page, Kane and Lak
counties, Ill., and Lake County, Ind., in 1950; McHenry County, Ill., was added and Lake County,Ind., was d leted between 1950 and 1960.
The Chicago, Ill. - Northwestern Indiana Standard Consolidated Area consists of the Chicago
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area a Lake and Porter Counties, IndQ
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Table 3
Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
1950·--1\.00(:0--·--r9bO ....... -- n. --U-T95()--.~-AcIaed n----nr9 6U
Income level
Idefinition countiesdefinition definitioncountvdefinition
Dallas, Texas
Dayton, Ohio
Under $500
7,8002,95510 7 5,5907606,350
$500 to $999
184 231 41 3 2854 105
1,000 to $1,499
9 265703 4 175855 02
5 9
11,313, 655 19749
2 2
5 8004 49 84 8 086
$2,500 to $2,999
4 5527 10,081 30
$3, 0 to $3,4 9
6 931 88
5
39 2 56
4
212 410,8 7 38 61
~5,000 to $5,999
26
6,00 6
8, 129 3 7,6252
7, t 9,
176
and over
87 3 8330
Total reporting
16 , 5, 75, 4,62559
Not rep rted
6 11
All families
69,632 066
Median income
$ 4 3$ , 9 $ ,7 949
Note: The Dallas Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Dallas County in 1950; Collin,
Denton and Ellis Counties were added between 1950 and 1960.
The Dayton Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Greene and Montgomery Counties
.p.in 1950; Miami County was added between 1950 and 1960.
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Table 3
Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
Aaaea:1960
I
1950Added
Income level
Idefinition countydefinition definition
Denver, Colo.
Fort Worth, Texas
Under $500
6,985647,625 4,54515 45
$500 to $999
5 35756 030 7304
1,000 to $1,499
59050 5 7807
5 9
8,631,2159,850 6 12,
2 2
12 16,313 2 9,9 0810 9
$2,500 to $2,999
3 815 7 10, 4201 16
$3, 0 to $3,4 9
7 74 5 1 6,022 48
5
4 00239
4 4
1 462 548 1 9 2537 625
$5,00 to $5,9
743, 8 1
6 6
388 364
7, ,
1129
and over
3
Total rep rting
140,1,7402 5,8 08 304 3
Not r p rted
All families
48,442 160 9 968
Median income
$ 4 2$ , 23 0 $3, 6, 86
Note: The Denver Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Adams, Arapahoe, Denver and
Jefferson Counties in 1950; Boulder County was added between 1950 and 1960.
The Fort Worth Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Tarrant County in 1950;
.p.
Johnson County was added between 1950 and 1960.
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Table 3
Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
Ig50- ~--Adaea-~~--~r9-6n---------- -~195-0Added~196TI
Income level
Idefinition countdefinition finitiony
Milwaukee, Wise.
Minneapolis St. Paul, Minn.
Under $500
8,~508359,485 11,58050012,080
$500 to $999
4 37054 93 7,13297 2
$1,000 to $1,499
6 0676 85 9 875420 30
1,5 0 to $1, 9
7 1 588, 04752
2 2 4
12,,47013,970 9,56012 7
$2,500 to $2,999
215185 24 495
3 3
302 36 9 52 2 925229 4 1 233 6
4 4
395 06 7 6 40 0 13659
5,0 5,
49710
6 6
313 4
7
17 8 28
, 0 and over
92 918
Total reporting
2 50,3 54 7,08
Not rep rted
5 61 69
All families
26,1967 98 489
Median income
$ 6$3, 3 $3, 6, 6
Note: The Milwaukee Sta ard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Milwaukee County in 1950;
Waukesha County was added between 1950 and 1960.
The Minneapolis-St. Paul Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Anoka, Dakota,
..p.Hennepin and Ramsey Counties in 1950; Washington County was added between 1950 and 1960.
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Table 3
Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
Income level
T9S0
definition
Added 1960 1950 A~d
counties definition definition county
1960
definition
Oklahoma City, Okla.St. Louis, Mo.
Under $500
4,9051,0205 9 5 28,32577529,10
$500 to $999
,050338 15,15115 64
1,000 to $1,499
88666 54 64000,
5 9
5 7177 4 3 8653 83
2 2
8 6110 8, 51,07039
$2,500 to $2,999
9 34 328642 9
3 t 3,
935 3 1335
,
,1751 40 8931 7
$4 4
6 222 3 7434 9 5
o
4 96241 54
5,0 5,
87 7 7 58
6, 00 t $6,999
3 7412 20
7 9
42
, 0 and over
2252
Total reporting
8 05,79 5 11, 908,9602
Not rep rted
556 0 68
All families
89,306 6 47, 409 47,
Median income
$ , 1$2,3, 2 $ 8341
Note:
The Oklahoma City Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Oklahoma County in 1950;
Canadian and Cleveland Counties were added between 1950 and 1960.
The St. Louis Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of St. Louis city, and St. Charles
and St. Louis Counties, Mo., and of Madison and St. Clair Counties, Ill., in 1950; Jeffersonounty, Mo., was added betwe n 1950 an 1960.
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Income in 1949 of Families: Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to 1950 and 1960 Definitions
-------rgs-o 1\Odea 1960 1950 Added 196'0
Income level definition county definition definition counties definition
Seattle, liJash.Tulsa, Okla.
Under $500
8,8352,04010,875 2,95555 1
$500 to $999
5 6101 527 13 2,36034 68
1,000 to $1,499
5049 3 1262
5 9
7 95659 7 30
2 2
11 42, 80 5 33
$2,500 to $2,999
3,9756 4 4
3 3
22 44, 22 6, 108 0 93 2
4 4
4 8 4 01 15903,90
5,0 5,
3 8055 1
6, 6,
2,98047
$7 t 9 9
35
1 ,000 and over
7 8 622 86
Total reporting
186,69, 956 9 5, 259 3
Not rep rted
26753
All families
97,8 50 608 8 00
Median income
$ 3$ , 2 $ ,461
Note:
The Seattle Standard Metropolitan Statistical Are consisted of King County in 1950; Snohomish
County was added between 1950 and 1960.
The Tulsa Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area consisted of Tulsa County in 1950; Creek and
Osage Counties were added between 1950 and 1960•
Sources: data for columns (1) and (2) from U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1950,
Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Tables 37 and 45 for each state; data for column
(3) by addltlon •
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Population Studies Center
3935LocustStreet
Philadelphia,Pa. 19104
The Centeris organizedfor graduatetrainingandfor researchin populationand
relatedfields. Its buildinghousesoffices,machineandotherworkrooms,seminar
room,libraryandtraininglaboratory.Researchinterestsincludemigration,fertility,
laborforce,urbanization,andeconomicgrowth.Doctoralcandidatesin Sociology,
Economicsandrelatedfieldsmayemphasizepopulationasan aspectof theirpro-
grams.In addition,aMaster'sdegreein Demographyis awardedandpost-doctoral
scholarsmayundertakespecialprogramsof researchandstudy.Inquiriesmaybe
addressedto theDirector,VincentH. Whitney.
